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AMENDMENT AND REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 



Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the Office Action mailed on February 2, 2005, please consider the 
following remarks and information: 



Reconsideration and further examination is respectfully requested. Applicant amends the 
claims to more particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter of the invention as 
set forth below. 

The Examiner maintains the rejection of all of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 101 in that 
the claims are not within "technological arts". Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

First, Applicant disputes the Examiner's position that there is a separate "two prong" tests 
that includes a technological arts inquiry. To support this dichotomy, the Examiner cites to In re 
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